PATRONAGE AND HONOURS

The motion was communicated to the House of Commons, but no
consequential action was taken by that House. In the House of Lords,
the existence of the general belief that titles were bought and sold was
acknowledged. It was not alleged that the Prime Minister, in recom-
mending names, was aware whether or not there had been a contribution
to his party funds. It was alleged only that the Chief Whip (then
significantly known as the Patronage Secretary), or one of his sub-
ordinates, was so aware, and put forward names to the Prime Minister
accordingly. The Marquess of Crewe gave a categorical assurance on
behalf of the then Prime Minister (Mr Asquith), that ea contribution
to the party funds has not been a consideration to him when recom-
mending names to His Majesty for honours'.1

The question was twice raised in the House of Lords in 1917.* On
the second occasion it was resolved unanimously:

(1)  That when any honour or dignity is conferred upon a British subject,
other than a member of the Royal Family or the members of the Naval,
Military, or permanent Civil Service under the Crown, a definite public
statement of the reasons for which it has been recommended to the Crown
shall accompany the notification of the grant;

(2)  That the Prime Minister, before recommending any person for any
such honour or dignity should satisfy himself that no payment or expectation
of payment to any party or political fund is directly or indirectly associated
with the grant or promise of such honour or dignity.

The motion as framed had a preamble which asserted that the House
was 'convinced that ministers have in recent times advised His Majesty
to confer honours and dignities on persons who have given or promised
money to party funds as a consideration therefor'. This preamble was
removed, but only by 48 votes to 34; and some at least of those who
voted with the majority did so because the preamble appeared to be
a censure on the four persons then living who had held the position of
Prime Minister. Examples were in fact given which indicated, if not
actual cases of buying and selling, at least a system of 'touts' or inter-
mediaries who were believed to have the necessary influence.

Lord Selborne said:

I have been told by men who have actually had the offer made to them,
who never for one moment thought of asking for an honour or thought that
1 15 H.L.Deb. 5 s., 284.            a 26 H.L.Deb. 5 s., 172-212; 835-86.
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